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LEVINE, BIASZAK, BLOCK & BOOTHBY, LLP 
2001 L STREET, NW. SUITE 900 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 
PHONE (202) 857-2550 

FAX (202) 223-0833 

October 3; 2002 

Marlene H Dortch, Secretary 
Feoeral Communications Commission 
~ J E .  I 2Ih Street. S.W. 
R < x J ~  TW-A325 
Vvashngton, D.C. 20554 

Re: Ex far fe  Presentation - Universal Service Contribution Mechanism, 
CC Dkt. Nos. 96-45, 98-1 71, 90-571, 92-237, NSD File No. L-00-72; 

~ ~~~~~~ and CC Docket ~ ~~~~ .. Nos. ~ 99-200, ~~ ~~~ 
95-1 16, 98-170. 

~~ 

Dear Ms. Dortch. 

The Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee (hereinafter "Ad Hoc" or 
the "Committee") pursuant to section 47 C.F.R. § 1.1206(b) of the Commission's 
R I J ~ ~ s .  hereby submits a written ex parte communication and two copies in the 
atmve-referenced proceedings. 

Through this letter, Ad Hoc (1) advises the Commission of the Committee's 
withdrawal of its support for the "residual" aspect of the USF assessment 
methodology advanced by the Coalition for Sustainable Universal Service (CoSUS); 
(2) offers reasons and data for a decision not to "cap" assessments on residential 
and single line business installations and activated wireless numbers and pagers; (3) 
renews its plea that the Commission's truth-in-billing policies and rules foreclose 
carriers from marking-up federal Universal Service Fund (USF) surcharges; and (4) 
iclbmi!s data and views on alternative USF assessment methodologies. 

A. 
Unacceptable Risks For Multi-line Subscribers And The Commission. 

CoSUS's recommendation for reforming the USF assessment mechanism 

Assessing Multi-Line Connections On A Residual Basis Presents 

m u 1 0  when finally implemented, assess (1) a $1.00 contribution obligation on 
,esidential and single line business connections and on activated wireless numbers 



3r.o (2)  a $0.25 assessment on pagers.' The sum of the resulting contributions 
w u l d  then be subtracted from the USF requirement for the relevant period. The 
dirference between the USF requirement and the above-described sum would be 

connections. In effect, the assessments on special access private lines and 
swithed multi-line connections are residual assessments. 

from assessments on special access, private lines and switched multi-line 

Residual assessments can be, and in this case Ad Hoc believes are, 
macceptably volatile. Within the context of CoSUS' proposed assessment 
melhodology, the residual assessments can be much higher than expected if the 
wniber of connections not subject to residual assessments is materially lower than 
fcrecast and/or the USF requirement IS materially higher than estimated. Since 
C,,SUS filed its plan with its April 22, 2002 comments in the above-referenced 
8dr)cKets. the residual estimated multi-line assessment has been revised upward from 
about $2.73 per month to about $4.00 per month. It now appears as though the 
$4.00 estimate is too low. Wireline Competition Bureau Staff have indicated that the 
l i re count data used by CoSUS in forecasting the residual multi-line assessments 
probably over-stales residential and special access connections and pagers2 USF 
requirements also have grown from $1.38-Billion ($5.5-Billion annualized) in the 
second quarter of 2002, when CoSUS proposed the residual assessment 
methodology, to $1.58-Billion ($6.3-Billion annualized) in the current q ~ a r t e r . ~  Ad 
Hoc expects that the USF requiremenl. when and if the Commission were to 
inipiement a connections-based assessment methodology, will be even higher. 
kcordingly, the chances are quite good that the initial residual assessments under 
CoSUS's proposal will continue to climb to uncertain levels. 

It is now obvious to Ad Hoc that CoSUS' residual assessment methodology 
shifts all pre-implementation data volatility risk to special access, private 

! ire and multi-line subscribers. This form of discrimination against these subscribers 
:s not :ustified. It cannot be justified by conclusory assertions about affordability of 
service. There is no evidence that residential and single line business subscribers 
iivodd disconnect their telephone service for affordability reasons if their connections 
!o the public switched telecommunications network were assessed the same USF 
zcnrrihution obligation as non-high capacity multi-line connections. Given current 
,lata. ,Ad Hoc estimates that the assessment on all such lines would be only about 
$ 7  50 i f  assessments are ~ n i f o r m . ~  

. . ~~~ ~ 

Under CoSUS' plan. during a twelve-month "interim" period, revenue-based Universal 
;t.ru!cr Fund assessments would be levied on special access and private line revenues. AT87 
e ~ . r \ ~ l l ?  expressed concern about its ability to effect billing under the "interim" plan. 

if ~: i iSI IS members and Wirellne Competition Bureau staff. 

16 4.5, Public Notice, DA 02-562 (rel. March 8. 2002) and Proposed Fourth Quarler 2002 
k w r s d I  Serwce Contribution Factor, CC Docket No. 96-45. Public Notice, DA 02-2221 (rel. 

<e:?tt?ruher~ 10 2002). 

111 ;I r1oect1rms to the public switched network, as distinguished from imposing the risk of such 

This disclosure occurred during a September 24. 2002. meeting between representatives 

Proposed Second Quarter 2002 Universal Service Conlribufion Factor. CC Docket No 

The impact of changing line counts and growth in the USF is mitigated when spread over 

L 



Accordingly, Ad Hoc withdraws its support for that aspect of the CoSUS 
assessment plan that would set the multi-line USF assessment on a residual basis, 
!deed,  Ad Hoc has come believe that the Commission would act arbitrarily and 
capriciously and engage in unlawful discrimination if it were it to adopt CoSUS's 
pi~oposal that USF assessments on residential, single line business and wireless 
connection be initially set at $1 .OO. There is no rational basis for setting the initial 
assessment at this level. Expediency is not legal justification for a decision that 
woiild be tantamount to "pulling a number out of the air." In place of setting USF 
assessments on a residual basis, Ad Hoc urges the Commission to adopt an 
assessment methodology that would assess all non-high capacity connections the 
same USF contribution ~b l i ga t i on .~  This approach would be legally defensible and 
jood public policy. 

Assessing USF contributions based of working telephone numbers, rather 
than physical connections, would appear to be legally defensible and would 
constilute better public policy than the CoSUS plan. Attachment A hereto illustrates 
lhe imDact of assessing USF contributions based on assigned telephone numbers6 
Using three alternate methods, the assessments would $1.07 to $1.02. The $1.02 
assessment methodology would assess a de minimus charge of $0.10 on 
aclniinistrative and other numbers assigned to carriers. In Ad Hoc's view, assessing 
sucr) riumbers is not necessary or advisable. At these assessment levels, a residual 
sssessment methodology is obviously not ~ a r r a n t e d . ~  In view of the foregoing and 
:he 4ttachment A analysis, Ad Hoc respectfully urges the Commission to adopt a 
wn-residual USF contribution assessment methodology based on working 
!elephone numbers and connections-based assessments for special access and 
w v a t e  lines, in lieu of CoSUS' residual connections-based methodology. 

~ ~ ~~ ~- 

:h2nges on only about the Iwenty-five percent of connections represented by special access and 
nhiltblwe connections. 

Ad Hoc continues to support CoSUS' suggestion that connections to subscribers who are 
.ifeline and Linkup subscribers not be assessed USF contribution obligations. See, CoSUS 
h r i m r n t s  al 69-70. 

jssiyned to carriers from numbers assigned to end users and working. Attachment A uses the 
juartily of numbers assigned to end users and working, a quantity much smaller than numbers 
isri(med to carriers. See, Numbering Resource Optimization. CC Docket No. 99-200, Report 
rn,l Orcer and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 15 FCC Rcd at 7576, 7619 (2000) ("First 
?eporl 3nd Order): Second Reporl and Order, Order on Reconsideration. CC Docket 96-98 and 
,:.C Oocxet No. 99-200. and Second Furlher Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 99- 
~!0!!, 1 6  FCC Rcd 308, 320 (2000); and Third Reporl and Order and Second Order on 
,?ercznsideration. CC Docket No. 96-98 and CC Docket 99.200. 17 FCC Rcd 252, 278 (2001) 

In its Number Resource Optmization proceeding, the Commission distinguishes numbers 

7''~.cI Kepod and Ordei'). 

4ltachrnent A assesses special access and private lines by applying the monthly number 
,'iss.essirlenl to lhese connections in same manner as CoSUS would apply its connection charge 

I access and private lines. The reason for assessing USF contributions on special 
.c( r:,s ,md private lines, even though telephone numbers are only sometimes associated with 

k ~ J C I I  :oi:nections. would be lo avoid claims that such connections should incur USF contribution 
-ssnssiiients as a rnalter of equity, if for no other  reason^ 
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If the Commission concludes that it needs additional time to consider 
in:plernentation of a telephone number USF contribution assessment methodology. it 
should take the steps explained in section D below to avoid an excessively high 
revenue-based USF factor while it considers implementation matters. It should not 
%sti to adopt the CoSUS plan when a clearly better alternative exists.' 

B. USF Assessments on Residential and Single Line Business 
Connections and on Activated Wireless Numbers Should Not Be Frozen 

State Members of the Federal-State Universal Service Joint Board ("State 
Uernbers") have urged the Commission to adopt a connections-based USF 
assessment methodology - an approach very similar to the CoSUS proposal. but 
different in one very material respect. The State Member's propose a modification to 
:he CoSUS proposal whereby, "The $1 per-line, per-month charge on residential, 
iiuiyle-line business, and wireless (single-lines), would stay in effect for 5 years. 
UAti-line business would pick up the residual. and would get the benefit of line 
qrowth during the 5-year period."' As detailed below, freezing residential, single-line 
kslness, and wireless contributions would be bad public policy and legally 
.ndefensible. 

Just as it would be unlawful decision-making to set initial USF connections or 
xniber-based assessments on a residual basis, it would be legally indefensible to 
.equire multi-line customers to bankroll all future increases in the size of the 
Jriiversal service fund." There is no evidence that residential customers cannot 
3frord the slight increases in per-connection charges that may be necessary to fund 
:u!ure expansions of the universal service programs. Therefore, it would be arbitrary 
3rd capricious for the Commission to use "affordability" as the basis for freezing 
-esidential. wireless, and single-line business universal service assessments and 
;oniributions. while allowing unlimited increases in multi-line assessments and 
:cjntributions Second, because residential customers can afford to pay for an 
equitable share of future increases in the universal service fund, it would be unjust, 
Jrreasonable. and unreasonably discriminatory-and therefore violative of Sections 
.!GI kb) 202(a), and 254(b)-to establish a rate structure under which multi-line 
.:ustoniers pay for all future increases in the size of the fund. Third, because 
, estderitial customers can afford modest increases in their per-connection fees, a 
.hmmission decision to freeze these assessments would not be rationally related to 
:n;iintaining affordable residential service. As such, any increases in the 
zisessments levied on multi-line connections to subsidize residential customers 

Ad Hoc would be surarised if the Commission needed more than six months to conslder 
L I M  ti TiJters 

Ex-Parte recommendation on Universal Service Contribution Mechanism from State Joint 
E ~ o ? t i ~ I  Members, August 7 2002, at 3.  

3ee Comments of An Hoc. CC Docket No. 96-45 (filed April 22, 2002); Reply Comments 
' . k! HM:, CC Docket No 96-45 (filed May 13, 2002). 
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i~ xild effectively unjustly discriminate against multi-line users in violation of the 
E ii ial Protection Clause.” 

Given that universal service contribution responsibility is a zero sum game, 
a:iy benefits reaped by residential subscribers must be underwritten by multi-line 
subscribers. The data in Attachment B indicate that using conservative assumptions 
regarding the growth in the USF funding requirements, the average Contribution per 
Tutti-line subscriber line would increase from the $4.45 forecast for the initial period, 
tc between $5.30 (if residential and wireless line growth ccntinues at historic levels) 
ai!d $5.89 (if residential line growth is stagnant and wireless growth slows) by July 
2006 if multi-line scribers are made [o absorb all of the increases in the overall fund, 
If pi-edictability is a legitimate goal of a universal service funding mechanism, it is 
mporlant that multi-line subscribers, not just residential subscribers, also face 
predictabie fund obligations. That, of course, would not be the case if residential line 
charges are fixed and universal assessments for multi-line installations can climb 
,wthoLit limit. 

Finally, there are many business users that cannot recover the increases in 
their universal service contribution obligations (as reflected in the increased price of 
telephone service) by increasing the price of their goods and services. Such users 
n l l Jde  governmental entities, non-profit organizations, and businesses bound by 
fired-price contracts. Although it is theoretically possible for other businesses to 
pass-through their universal service contribution obligations to their customers in the 
form of increased prices, market conditions will prevent some companies from doing 
SC. 

Proposals to discriminate against multi-line business subscribers in setting 
r i t i a l  capacity-based assessments andlor when increasing assessments are clearly 
ariti-business proposals. They would saddle businesses with unnecessary costs as 
Dusinesses struggle to maintain profitability in a fragile economy and could inhibit 
efficiency enhancing investment. There is no good justification for the downside of 
SLICI~ anti-business proposals. 

C. 
Their Bills Mark-up The Commission Prescribed USF Factor. 

In its comments and reply comments submitted on April 22, 2002 and May 
1: 2032. respectively, in the above-referenced proceeding, Ad Hoc explained, infer 
dia that long distance carriers’ variously labeled universal service charges violate 
‘h:; Zcmmission’s truth-in-billing requirements. Ad Hoc stated that, 

Carriers Violate The Truth-In-Billing Policies And Rules When 

[Tlhe Truth-in-Billing rules state that “Charges contained 
on telephone bills must be accompanied by a brief, 
clear, non-misleading. plain language description of the 
service or services rendered.” Similarly, in the Universal 
Service Order, the Commission stated that, “[ilf 

~ ~~ 

See Comments of Ad Hoc, CC Docket No 96-45 (filed April 22.  2002). at 18 
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contributors [to universal service] choose to pass 
through part of their contributions and to specify that fact 
on customer's bills, contributors must be careful to 
convey information . ~ that accurately describes the 
nature of the charge."" 

Attached hereto as Attachment C ars pages printed f ran  AT&T's Business 
Ser.wce Guide, Sprint's Schedule 8 .  and NorldCom's Service Guide, respectively. 
None of these pages "in a clear ano +J ti nori-misleading manner" advise customers 
that the long distance carriers' "universai conneclivi:y charge," "carrier universal 
stwice charge," and "federal universal service fund" charge are marked-up above 
the Commission-prescribed USF factor. AT&T states that its charges are to recover 
amounts that it directly or indirectly pays to or is required to collect to support 
statutory or regulatory programs, "plus associated administrative costs." AT&Ts 
icustomers, if they rely on ATBT's Service Guide, are unaware of the extent to which 
4 T&T marks-up the Commission-prescribed surcharge. Worse, Sprint's Schedule 8 
does not even refer to administrative costs as justification for its marked-up Carrier 
Uiwdersal Service Charge. Nor does WorldCom's Service Guide. Thus, based on 
the information conveyed to customers in carrier publications, the entire charge 
assessed on customers is attributable to the Commission. 

Also attached hereto as Attachment D are portions of carrier bills rendered to 
business customers, with the information that identifies, or might identify, the 
ctls:omers redacted. As with the carrier service guides and schedules, nothing on 
Ihe bills even hints at the fact that the carriers have substantially marked-up the 
Cwirwssion-prescribed USF surcharge. 

The "clear and non-misleading" requirement in the Commission's Truth-in- 
Billing rules and policies demands more than merely using the label "universal 
servic&' to denominate charges that substantially exceed the Commission- 
prescribed contribution factor. The carriers have not explained that the 
Commission's surcharge is substantially lower than their charges, and thus have 
mn-sled consumers into believing that the Universal Service Fund is more lavish than 
4 2-lctually is. 

Accordingly, Ad Hoc renews its request that the Commission, consistent with 
'4s Trurh-in-Billing rules and policies regarding universal service support billing, 
?rotlibit carriers from denominating any amount in excess of the Commission- 
nrsscribed USF surcharge as a "universal service" charge. 

Alternatively, the Commission should modify the USF assessment and 
mnlribution mechanism so that it is a collect and remit system. Based on historic, 
ieiifiable industry data on uncollectible accounts receivable, the Universal Service 
4tirrlin.stration Company can include in the specification of its fund requirements an 
 inc collectibles amount. The Commission prescribed USF factor would when applied 
o carrier revenues recover the USF disbursements, as well as the uncollectibles 

~ . ~ ~ 

3 at 20-21, footnotes omitted 
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a,vmint. Providers of telecommunications service then could remit everything that 
they collect via their USF surcharges. Their subscribers then would be saved from 
g r : m l y  inflated USF surcharges. 

D. 
Its Rules The commission Could "Buy Time" For A Revenue-Based 
Assessment Methodology; A Flat Rate Mechanism Is, However, The 
Best Permanent Assessment Methodology. 

Attached hereto as Attachmen): E is data that Ad Hoc shared with 

Recently Developed Data Indicate That With Interim Revisions To 

Cxnmissioner Kevin Martin and Dan Gonzalez. his senior legal advisor, on 
S-.ptember 27, 2002. The data illustrate the effect of increasing the wireless service 
revenues against which the Commission prescribed USF factor would be applied. 
A:; shown, increasing the assessment base from fifteen percent to twenty-five 
ix:rc:ent would, all other things being equal, reduce the factor by 0.8 percent.13 

If the Commission were to upwardly revise the wireless revenues subject to 
US!: assessments and combine such an upward revision with (1) "collect and remit" 
assessment and contribution methodology and (2) use of projected, rather than 
historic, revenues, the long distance carriers' USF surcharges could be four to five 
percentage points lower than otherwise would be the case. Historically, the long 
distance carriers have marked up the Commission-prescribed USF factor by three to 
four percentage points. For example, the USF surcharges AT&T, Sprint and 
V1orldCom applied to their residential customers wheri the Commission's USF factor 
w s  7 28% it? the second quarter of this year were 11.5%, 9.9% and 9.9% 
respe~tive1y.l~ If the suggested changes were in place for the fourth quarter, the 
FCC prescribed USF factor would be about 8.5 p e r ~ e n t . ' ~  

The preceding paragraph should not be interpreted as support for continued 
permanent use of a revenue-based USF assessment methodology. For all of the 
reasons. which Ad Hoc will not repeat herein and which are set forth in CoSUS' 
comments and reply comments in the above-referenced proceedings, a revenue- 

. ~ ~~ ~ 

Attachment F also shows the impact of assessing USF contributions on Wireless 
wrrbers at the same rate as residential connections, on the one hand, and as multi-line 
,.;cmiections, on the other hand. This analysis illustrates that if the Commission were to adopt a 
resltlLial methodology for assessing multi-line contributions. the multi-line (non-Centrex) 
ctriiierhon assessment could range from about $1 BO per month lo approximately $4.56 per 
VI x t h .  depending on the treatment of wireless numbers and assumptions about line counts and 
8~51 requirements. 

:)$e of xcrued but unused, monies from the Schools and Libraries portion of the USF. See 
,sc ! 7 ' X J i S  and Libraries Universal Service Suppolt Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, First Report 
wtl Or,ler. FCC 02-175 (re1 June 13, 2002) The Commission has stated that it intends to cease 
ice 31 "E-Fund" dollars to restram the escalating USF factors as of April 1 ,  2003. Id. Ad Hoc 
. w u d  eixpect the long distance carriers to revert to historic mark-up levels on or about April 1 ,  
,'MI?, &sent Commission action 

AT8T. Sprint and WorldCom have reduced their mark-ups since the Commission ordered 1 

As noted above, USAC should add an "uncollectible" increment to the USF requirement, 
a ' k r  ',?an allowing the long distance carriers to layer on their "uncollectible" mark-up. 

7 



b&ed USF assessment methodology is not sustainable. While the Commission can 
't.d.v some time" for revenue-based methodology by implementing the changes 
discussed above, the Commission should move as soon as consistent with sound 
decision making to a non-residual, flat rated assessment methodology using (1) 
connections to the public switched telecommunications network or (2) working 
telephone numbers as the assessment metric. 

Sincerely, 

James S. Blaszak 

Counsel to 
Ad Hoc Telecommunications 
Users Committee 

- . . .  
&!. Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 

Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
William Maher 
Eric Einhorn 
Diane Law Hsu 
Matthew Brill 
Jordan Goldstein 
Daniel Gonzalez 
Chris Libertelli 

4trachments 
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Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee 

Ex Parte Presentation - Universal Service Contribution Mechanism, CC Dkt. Nos. 
96-45, 98-1 71, 90-571, 92-237, NSD File No. L-00-72: and CC Docket Nos. 99-200, 
95-1 16, 98-1 70. 

October 3, 2002 
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Illus-rative Analysis of Impact of Assessing USF Based upon Assigned Numbers 

i " , i l " i l iw  Qr,.,ii's J ,  Mor1 Hecienl Repon Number Caunlr and Pmierled Fund Requirements 

.~ 
~ ~~ 
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Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee 

Ex Parte Presentation - Universal Service Contribution Mechanism, CC Dkt. Nos. 
96-45, 98-171, 90-571, 92-237, NSD File No. L-00-72; and CC Docket Nos. 99-200, 
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Attachment B 

icenario 1: All lines continue to change based upon historic trends 

i. Fund: Frozen H l f c \ ~ ~ , ~ n ~ w  Grow at average histom rate All Line Types: Grow at aug number of lines added per year for prior four yeari 

I July 2003 - June 2004 I 
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jcenario 2 Residential line growth stagnant. Wireless growth reduced to 50% of historic levels 

Res and Bus Single Lines. Yo Cl~dn(,i, 
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ATkT 

General Terms and Conditions 

AT&T Business Service Guide 
Effective: 10/01/02 

Version: 11 

PAYMENTS AND CHARGES 

Additional Monthly Charges 

( 'hi ,"Io,i, Liirc Cliargqi) 

( L!:  l t : i i~ icr< oI'ccrtain outbound serviucs protided pursuant to this Servic.e Guide are subject to an 
~ ~ i i , i i s ~ : i ~ i i ~ i ! a b l e  C'arricr Line ('hargciii ( C f L  I)). CLC(i) is a monthly recurring charge applied to 
All ' n  One ,  Commercial Long Distance, Clear Advantage, Custom Net, Custom Net 
Op%n I . VI, Distributed Network Services, GICS, Oahu Telephone Service, Option 
S/l?lodel T. ProWats Plan Q, Small Business Option, Simply Better, Simply Better Flex. 
' 1  11, I I r i t  status deretmination is based on at'ailable AT&T and/or LEC-provided information. 
! I i i  (. ,i i l-il i~ I.iiic ('hargelii is stihjcct to hilling availahilityand will be applied permonth per 
,>IIIIIO ii d w i l chc i l  linc. The Carrier Linc Cliargect, is: 

511 ' I f )  1):l ~ l ! lg le - l l l l e ,  
5 i ' ( 1  I I ' : I  ,\Jlulti-line, 
' i l l  i t  p.~i I 'entrek I~ine 
C O  t 

5 1 ( 1  1wi i t c h 4  access LEC-provided PRI  line (*) 

( ':) .\;.I\. uI'ii Octoher I .  2002 iind Deccii it>cr 3 1 ,  2002, AT&T will waive the Carrier Linc 
( 'Ii.,i,!i:, I :!ssocialcd with switched ~ C C C S S  LECprovided PRl lines. 

Regulatory Surcharges and Miscellaneous Charges 

.\ r , ~  I i ; i i i \  ;~~l~just its rates and chargcs or inlpose additional rates and charges on its Customers 
ii: ( :  i l k  I,, ~rcco\ci.  ainotints that  i t ,  cilhcr ditcctly or indirectly, pays to or is required by 
y l  I \  t , i~ i i ! i i e ln ta l  or ~~tiasi-govrriiiiientaI :iuthorities to collect Cram otlicrs to supporl statutory or 
r.:gi I i i , x \  ;,roxraiiis. plus associatcd adiiiiiiisrrative costs. Examples o f  such programs include, 
htl I I P  POI l i n i i t ed  to, thc L n i \ w s a l  Ser\.icc Fuiid. the Priniary lnterexcha~~ge Carrier Charge, 
iiiit; i . ( . ~ i  lpc,,is;it i o n  to p i y p h ~ i n i :  scrvicc pi~i iv i t lc i -s for the use of their payphones to access AT&T 
5 3  I IL  

1 1111 r r w l  ( iiiiiiectivifj, Clrnrgc 

SL,i~> IL _ <  pi:)vitlcil p t ~ r ~ t i a i i t  to t t i is  Cemict Gtiidc (not including the exempt Services listed 
h;)(',,\. '.I . ., c - .t~b/ect to an undisiountalile i i ionthly Universal Connectivity Charge. The Universal 
( 011 i e ~ i  \ : ~ y  i'hai.gc i s  O.f?'!; of the Customct.'s lot i  tiet interstate and international charges, alter 

i ~ u I  o f ' i i l !  itpplicxhle tlt.;cotit1ts aiid crcdits wi th  respect to charges billed on or after 
,!11l\ 2 11, I 

\.I h I \ \ I l l  \\'Lii!c lllc ~ ! ~ l l v e r s a l  ('oiinccti\ity Charge Lvith respect to specifically ideiitjfie(j 
4 l  h I . , I I ; I I ~ L - ~  t o  It ic ex tc i i t  IIi;it the C'tisIoii icr~ dunionstrales to .4T&l's rcasoilable sa t i~f~~ct ion  

1 1 1  !I 

Iwr I .tC-provided BRI linc, and 

2 ' p  vc,n.  2000 ATBT All riyhts reserved 1 
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m ~ ! t , .  1 ustomcr either, (a )  has filed a Univcrsal Service Worksheet w i t h  the Universal Sewice 
blnt in istrator covering Ihe twel f th month  pr ior  to the month for  which the Customer seeks 

'11,:  \ \a ivc r  (1.e.; tu he cl igihlc for a waiver i n  February 2001, the Customer must have f i led a 
y i t i \  m a l  Scrvice Worksheet wi th  the Universal Service Administrator covering February 
!W)i. n r  ( b j  was no1 required to  file a IJniversal Service Worksheet covering such period, 
, i f I i r : .  hecause i t  \vas tnot then providing telecommunications Services or because i t  was then 

. i lnjcct tn  the FCC's de mitiitizis exception to the FCC's fiiing requirement; 

111v citargcs with respect to which the waiver i s  sought are for  Services purchased by  
1 vs t~ui ier  for resale; and 

~Ii*: ( tistomcr either (a) w i l l  l i l e  a Universal Service Worksheet w i th  the Universal Service 
. \ r lmi i is t ra tor  in which the reported b i l led  revenues w i l l  include all bi l led revenues 
,lim iated v, i th the Customer's resale o f  Services purchased from AT&T for the period 
~ I t i i - i i i g  w h i c h  the waivei. i s  souyht n r  (h j  w i l l  not be required to f i le  a Universal Service 
':\'sii.hsheet covering s d i  period, because i I  wi l l  be subject to the FCC's de mini mi.^ 
I \:clition to the FCC's lilins requircnicnt. 

~ h \ iujL rsii l  C'onnccti \ i ty ( ' i iaryc \ b i l l  nor be waived with respect to: 

i I I  ii-gcs lor Services purchased hy  Customer for its own use as an end user: or 

/t,ii.ych hi- \\hich the h i l l  date IS on. pnor to. or within thirty days after, the date 011 which 
I I I ~  t '~is~onicr applies l o r  a w:tivcr \\ i th rcspcct to those charges; or 

d ~ : t r g c s  for Services resold by the Custnnicr, i f  thc Cuslonicr (or another provider that buys 

i o,iit.i 3ution rcquircmcnIs. 
clircclly o r  i n t l i r cc~ ly  from the ('tistomer) i s  not subject to direct universal service 

I lit 1; 11:ojt ins arc exempt Sei.vices. inid i r e  not subject to the Universal Connectivi ty Charge in 
l ! i i -  5:ii i r e  (;~iidc: 

\ I  ,C :iI)U Direct World C'onncct Senicc,  .4r&T SDN OneNet NFUOverseas  Expanded, 
,\1 ( Q ~ ;  I 3 IPL.AN Service ORPOs Dtrecl World Connect, AT&T Commercial Direct  World 

l io i ! i  vivgiiiatc and tcrrninatc i n  foreign poinis. 

7i,.\.r\ I iriwnit1Ser.vic.r I.'rirril (TL'S) C'liur~y::.r 

hct~  I ,  L ~ .  p o i  iiletl pursuant IO this Scrvicc. (iuit le are subject to an undiscountable monthly Texas 

i i p ~ ~ ~ i c d  :I\ L~ Ipcreciilage of the C'iistonier's total net interstate and international charges for calls 
i j i i~ ,  b t i  t,rizinatc a n d  arc b ~ l l e t l  \vi t l i in the state ofTcuas, after application of al l  applicable 
,iisI o i i w s  .md credits. Intci.sl;ite and i i i teri ialional charges are assessed the TllS Charge under 
i : i ( i k :  ;> the I'ublic l l t i l i t v  (~'oiniiiission o ~ ' 1 c x x  The TLJS Charge w i l l  he waived to the extent a 
( '!I-:O~II:I 2; c i e n i p t  froiii pa)'tiient o f l h c  Te\iLs sales tax. Effective on Jant1al.y I, 2001. the TUS 

\,:r\ ice, iind AT&r Business Nctwork Direct Service: only for  international calls that 

I ~ L I I  .ler\.icc (-rUS) Chargc. Suliject t i l  b i l l i ng  systeni availability, the TUS Charge w i l l  be 

Ihi;g ~ ' 1 1 1  h e  3.h% ofappIic. iblc charge>. 

L ? F v '  ? l r t  LOO0 AT&T All rlghts reserved 2 



SCHEDULE NO. 8 
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__ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ... ~~~~~~~~~~~ - __ ~~~~~~ ~ 

! L_EDS AND CONDITIONS (Continued) 

Payment of Charqes 

3. South Carolina Universalservice Charqe 

Services provided under this schedule are subject to an undiscountable monthly 
Soulh Carolina Universal Service Charge. The charge is 2.13% of the total net 
interstate charges for calls that are both originated and billed within the state of 
South Carolina, after all applicable discounts and credits have been applied. 

4 Carrier Universal Service Charqe 

In addition to all other rates in this tariff, effective February 1, 2002, business 
Customers will be assessed a Carrier Universal Service Charge ("CUSC") of 
8.3% of all interstate and international retail charges (including usage, non-usage 
and Presubscribed Line Charge). 

Texas Universal Service Fund ("TUSF") Charqe 

Services provided under this tariff are subject to an undiscountable monthly 
Texas Universal Service Fund ("TUSF") Charge. The TUSF Charge is 3.6 
percent of the Customer's total net intrastate. interstate and international charges 
for calls lhal are both originated and billed within the state of Texas, after all 
applicable discounts and credits have been applied. Subject to billing system 
availability, the TUSF will be applied to applicable charges billed on or after April 
1. 1999. 

5 

6 Reserved fo r  Future Use 

Effeclive: February 1 ,  2002 



A o'idc 'on1 : hervice Guide : Products : Standard Telecommunications Products Page I of 2 

PRODUCTS CU RR ENTLY AVAI:LABLE 
General Information 

+ important Notice ( 2 5 ~ ~ .  .DOC) 

+ General Definition_s ( 3 8 ~ ~ .  .Doc) 
+ General Terms and Conditions of Service (12IKB. .DOC) 

Products 

+ WorldCpm On-Net Voice Services (Options 1, 2, and 3) (35KB. .DOC) 
(previously found In MCI WorldCom Communications. Inc.  Tariff FCC Nos. 1 and 6 
Trchni,logles, Inc. Tarlff FCC No. 1) 

+ Domestic Private Lin~e-Se_rv& (93KB. .DOC) 
( i~ rev io i i s ly  found in MCI WorldCom Communlcatlons, In:. Tariff FCC No. 1 and Wo 
Si i rv i ics ,  ! , I C .  Tariff FCC No. 4)  

VOlCe  Grade~~Private~~LLne (29KB. .DOC) 

+ DSO (Digital Signal Level 0) (27KB, .DOC) 

+ Fractional DS1 (28KB, .DOC) 

-+ DS1 (Digital Signal L e v e l ~ l )  ( 3 1 ~ ~ .  .DOC) 

+ DS3 Private Li_ne-Se_rvEe (28KB.  .DOC) 

3 SONET i27KB.  .DOC) 

+ Offshore State and~~TeEitorjgs  private^ Line Service (45KB. .DOC) 

-3 Crossborder Private Line Services ( ~ O K B ,  .DOC) 
(lprevioiiil, found in MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc .  Tarlff FCC NO. 1) 

-3 Internationat Private Line Services 
( ~ T C Y I O L I S ~ ~  found 111 WorldCam lnternationai Data Communications, Inc. Tariff FCC 
ai i t i  M G  VIzrldCom Communications, I n r .  No. 11) 

+ Half Circuit  

+ Commercial (174KB. .DOC) 

3 G o v e r n m e n t  (105KB. DOC) 

3 Full C,rcuit  I392KB. .DOC) 

+ F r a m e  Relay (32KB. DOC) 
(iJrrvlo~is1y found In MCI WorldCom Communlcatlons, Inc. Tarlff FCC No. 1 and w o  
Service;. h r .  Tarlff FCC Nos. 9 and IO) 

+ Audiocon fe renc ing  (27OKB, .DOC) 
( p ~ r v ~ ; i i ~ i l ~  rouiid in MCL WOrldCom Cornmunicatlons, Inc.  Tariff FCC No. 1 )  



.C'O, l t i i  'hi,, : Service Guide : Products : Standard Telecominunications Products Page 2 of 2 

+ Inteienet (EOKB, .DOC) 
iprev ious ly  found in MCI WorldCom Communications, Inc. Tariff FCC No. 6 and Wo 
I?chnoloyies, Inc .  Tariff FCC NO. I )  

+ WorIdOne (157KB, .DOC) 
(previously found in MCI WorldCam Communications, Inc. Tariff FCC No. 6 and Wo 
Techn,>logies, Inc. Tariff FCC No. 1) 

3 Puerto RICO serv ice ( 2 7 3 ~ 6 ,  .DOC) 
(DreviousIy found in MCI  1n:ernatmnal. Inc. Tariff FCC No. 1 )  

+ Guam Service (102KB. DOC) 
(previously found in WorldCom International Data Services, Inc Tariff FCC No 9)  

Promotions 

+ Currently Offered PrornotionS (EOKB, DOC) 

Expired Promotions (26KB. DOC! 

Other 

+ Cellular Mobile-Service (27KB, .DOC) 

+ Direc tory  Assistance (22KB. .DOC) 

+ Operztor Services ( 2 7 ~ ~ .  .DOC) + Support Services (27KB. .DOC) 

3 WorldCom Fund (26KB. .DOC) 

3 Miscel laneous Charges, Surcharges and Fees 

+ Carrier Access Charges ( C K )  (21KB. .DOC) 

+ Federal Annual Regulatory~Fee CFAR~Q (19KB. .DOC) 

+ Federal UniversaLSeryice~ Fund WUSF) (2OKB. .DOC) 

+ Payphone Use-Su!chage (19KB. .DOC1 

<'I 2002  WorldCain 1 Acceptable Use Policy I Online Privacy I Data Protection 



FEDERAL UNIVERSAL SERVICE FUND (FUSF) 

A L harye equal to 9.1 percent of all the charges, excluding Taxes, appearing on a 
Cuitomer's invoice will apply to telecommunications services subject to direct regulation 
by :he Federal Communications Commission. A Customer will not be required to pay 
!he FUSF if it demonstrates to the Company's reasonable satisfaction that it is acquiring 
the Company's services for resale, Le.. not for its own internal use, and is contributing 
diri:c:l\: into the government's Universal Service funding programs. 

Th!: t-IISF will: ( i) be calculated after the application of promotional and other discounts; 
(ii) io1 be eligible to receive promotional or any other discounts; (iii) not be included to 
determine satisfaction of usage volume requirements; (iv) be calculated based upon the 
rates and charges applicable to the Customer's total interstate and international usage, 
;!nles,s otherwise specified: (v) not apply to Taxes, tax-like, and/or tax-related 
surct:arges as defined or described in the Publication; and (vi) not apply to calls using 
Tek(  omrnunications Relay Service (TRS) or to calls originated by certified Customers 
wit!? hearing or speech impairments. 



M C I: 
General Service Agreement 

For Small Business Customers 

www.rnci.com/sb/serviceagreement 

Fltecive Dale - July I ,  2002 



tra:tion of a rent thr fraction is rounded down lo the 
ilearest whole cent The computed charue for Basic 
Interslate Dial 1 calls 1s rounded lo Ihe nexj highest full 
mncite I f  Ihe cocripllted charges for taxes and 
surcharges include a fractlon of a cent, the fraction IS 

mt.'ided to the nearest whole cent 

11 Other Charges  

a. Federal  Un iversa l  Service Fee I"FUSF"1 

9 3':; of all invoiced interstate and international charges, 
'101 'nrluiiing taxes 

b. Federal  Exc ise  Tax 

'1 n"1, of all ~nvo~crd  ititerstate. intrastale. local toll. and 
mleinational charges. not including certain taxes. 

c. Federal  Exc ise  Tax Surcharae related to a i r  
t ravel  awards  

If  tw Cuslonier receives airline iniles flight credits. or 
othcr air travel awards in relation to the Customer's 
Company accounL then the Customer wili receive this 
survharge on 11s invoce, after Ihe miles, flight credits, or 
othcr lravel ciwaids are posted io the Customer's airline 
a i i w n l .  The Surciiarqe will not exceed $0.0013 per mile 
o r  cthet air lravel award earned, and the surcharge for 
fisylil credits will 'io1 exceed SI 1000 per flight credit 
ear,!ed 

d. L o c a l  Telephone C o m p a n v  "Billina Op t ion  
Fee" 

l h e  Company reserves llie right lo assess a fee i f  the 
Cusiomer elects to receive the Company's charges within 
ils local telephone bill (where the Company is not ihe  
Cuitonier s loci11 Ieiephone provider). inslead of receiving 
i i  ihll lor thc Comrmnv s charms directlv from the 

I ,  I 

Cor:ipany Cutrently, upon notice from the Company, a 
Cii i lonier may b r  sulqect to a $1 50 monthly fee if Ihe 
Cuvor i ier  receives i i i ch  a combined bill from the 
C,~is:iinier s lnciil tr:lel,hone company. The fee will not 
npp!y lowdid IhL, satisfaction of usage volume 
r,?r;ii,rcn?clits and 4 not apwly lo blbnd and visually 
imc;iirpd Ciis!onie,i 'who request mvoices in Braille or 
1.irqi prlnl 

e. P m b L n e ~ U x e L h m  

Ctidigrs for slatr~tt>-:tale calls that originate from any 
clomeslir Fayihone ancl are carried over the Company's 
ncthork will incIuO(. a SO 78 charge This charge WIII be 
I I I  ,%!di:i~r Io ,il i l~lir dble basic charges and surcharges. 

10 
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i 

RegUl;ltOry W Y S  

detar i f f ed  ATBT services can bc 
Important limits Of 

damages 

month.; .:;,nnot exceed one 

F d d i t i o n a l  terms, 
buslnns5 =iervices 
changr,s w i l l  be 
n o t  have ~ C C B S S  
Customer  Cere Center for information, 



Pap. 3 

ii- 

CHARGES I! 1 LPI EXPLAh8ATION 

EES BILLEU TU: - -~ 
ONG D I S T A N C E  

I E N ' ! / - Y S A L  C O N N E C T I V I T Y  CHAR,!. 
I O L I G  D I S T A N C E  F E E S -  - .._ J . . L ~ D  10: - 5 9 . 0 6  

$59.06  
$59.06 

OTAL REGULATORY FEES:  II $59.06 - . . __ -. - 
rs  .311d %irchawes 11 

I T E M  E X P L n N A T I O N  CHARGES 

HARGES B I L L E I I  TO: L-1 
ONG D I S T A N C E  II 

I1 7 F E I I E R A L  T A X  
3 STATE TAX 
4 T X  I N t R A S l R U C T .  FUND R E I M B .  
5 PR'JPCETY TAX ALLOTMENT 
6 ~ E L I E P A L  SEGULATORV FEE 
7 T X  J 5 F  CHARGE 3.6% 

2 5 . 8 3  
5 3 . 8 1  
1 0 . 1 4  

8 . 3 5  
2 . 3 0  

29 .20  
$129.63 
$129.63 

OTAL TAXES AND SURCHARGES: I $129.63 
I 

I Detail , 

.66 

56 
- 

06 
)o 

II 
/6 
14 
16 

P R O M :  P 2 6  



P 0. 9DX 
F 

I1 ...., . Z * , . . . l l . ' .  Inf-, iO" a, yaJr Seryiw ***.......*...... 
T W  ' o l l i w i q  rate changes uI11 be effe-=tlre sept-r 1:. 2002. 

aU* t o  Ucivorsal Servlce F ~ m a  (USFI comitnants, effective Sept-r t .  
2032 USF chargPr will i rc rease  tm 7.5% t o  9 .5% on 011, Cable a YITelCSS 
f e c r a l l y  regulated intentate a m  lnternational vo ice  !mrvices.  Cable k 
Y i ~ e l e s ~  USF G n a w s  
n y r a a t p d  t h s  C h a m 5  in 1996 to allow lov-inoomb a m  rural Eonsuners tlx 
y r t u n i t y  t o  access the I n t e r m t  and t o  tnvmve tha qrmality Of 
te , rccrmrunIcat la  servfces f o r  e l ig la l e  sch0011. llbrar:i?S, errd mral 
n c a l t ?  -re pmv4eers. 

I1 
!I 

1% to 1.5% b c l w  our conpetprr .  Tim F a  

y w  mrxirnrm value for your telscormnicatlons s e w 1 w O .  

Custaner care st 

YO appprcctota 



SPRINT DATA SVCS I N V O I C E  

ATTN: ACCT PYBL 

- -- 

I N V O I C E  NO: 
I N V O I C E  D A T E :  
I N V O I C E  PAGE, 

CUSTOMER-NO I 

X ON 
19 

M T A L  DOMESTIC USAGE CHARGES: 
TOTAL INTERNATIO 

CARRIER U N I V  

PLEASE REHIT PAYMENT TO: S P R I N l  - 
CUSC/CARRIE6! 

GROSS CHARGES I 9- 
PROP TAX/REG F E E :  I 

USAGE TAX:  $ 0 .  oa 
NOH-USAGE TAX: c-  

I 
. ** PLEASE RETURH THIS COPY U I T H  PAYnEHT ** 

I N Q U I R I E S  REGARDING T H I S  I N V O I C E  SHOULD BE DIRECTED TO THKS TOLL FREE NUMBER 
F O R  NOH-CONTINENTAL U N I l E D  STATES PLEASE F&X I N Q U I R I E S  TO ‘B 

I 1 

n 
G8 :. I 
0 + I 
1 
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. _  - -  
THE WDR_C.COM CUSTOMER CENTER Ofi~FERS AN ARRAY OF ADVANTAGES 
411,ED AT M4K:NG YOUR WORK SIMPLER,, LESS TIME CONSUMING. AND 
MaRE C Oh\,'ENIENT. WITH YOUR PERMA,,UENT REGISTRATION. YOU MAY 
USE ? H . S  PREMIER ONLINE RESOURCE 7,? MONITOR YOUR NETWORK IN 
REAL T;ME. PROVISION. CONFIGURE ANI:!, MODIFY YOUR NETWORK 
RESOURCE'S. INITIATE AND TRACK THE :,TATUS OF TROUBLE TICKETS: 
CGDER PRCDUCTS AND TRACK ORDER $TATUS. AND COMMUNICATE WITH 
OM7 SER'dICE PRCFESSIONALS VIA EMA+ VISIT AS OUR GUEST AT 
HTTPS iCUjl3MERCENTER WORLDCOY,COM, OR CONTACT YOUR ACCOUNT 
TE&M TS REGISTER PERMANENTLY PLE;!SE ALWAYS CHECKTHE LAST 
PAGE C.F YOUR INVOICE FOR IMPORTAN MESSAGES 

tierniizancc siaremcni 
+- 

ACCOUNT JUNE lO.ZW2 
WORLDCOMy - INVOICE NO 

AMOUNT ENCLOSED 

f 

PLEASE RETURN THIS F bRM 

WlTH YOUR REMITTAN 

Ob/LD/OZ 
d' 

'I 
'I 

P 3 BOX 371355 
PITTSSURGH.PA 15250.7355 

I 

PROH: PO9 

http://WDR_C.COM


Customer Name: r 
Customer Number: rea , Sales Cily: = *- 

Invoice Number: - 
l n v o K e ~ . ~ e  m 
Page Number: 1 

1 INVOICE SUMMARY ' Charge Central 'CPE L Other Install 6 Oiscountr Prior P o r l d  
1 Description IntnOWce Local Access Onlce Recurrlng Nonrecurring h Chuger h Total 

Channel Loop Coordinatlon Connection Charges Chargee Promotions Creditr Taxes Charges 

I 
DEDICATED-ACCESS 

DSI 
DEDACCESS SUBTOTAL 

e 
a 
c 
x. 

~~ - 
AMOUNT DUE AND PAYABLE UPON RECEIPT 

21.11 
1. Y 
4 I . W  

217.11 
la. I 
3L1.51 
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fffustrative Analysis of fmpact of fncreasing Wireless fnterstate Assessment of 15% upon development 
of USF factor 

USF Requiremenls 
High Cost 
Low Income 
Rural Healthcare 
Schools and Libraries 
TOTAL 

COnlribUliOn Base 

Conlribubon Base wio wireless reus 
Wireless Conlribulion Base 
- USF Contributions 
- 1  ?Io uncollectibles 
TOTAL 

Wreless a! 15% Wlreless at 20% 

4111 Q 2002 41h Q 2002 

8841,341,000 $841,341,000 
0551,976,000 $551,976,000 
$183,648,000 $183,646,000 

$9,454,000 $9,454,000 
$1.586 417,000 %I ,586,417,000 

516.057.596.000 $16.057 996 000 
$2,430.000.000 $3,240,000,000 

31 ,330,758 000 -81,330,758,000 
-1184,879,960 -1192,979,980 

816,972,358,040 517,774,258,040 

Wreiess at 25% 

41h Q 2002 

$841,341,000 
5551,976,000 
$183,646,000 

99,454,000 
$1,586,417,000 

$16 057 996 000 
$4 050 000 000 

- % I  330 758 000 
4201  079 960 

$18 576 158040 

Wireless ar 50% 

4111 0 2002 

$841,341 ,000 
$551,976,000 
$183,646,000 

$9,454,000 
11,586,417,000 

516.057,996.000 
$8 100 000 000 

-$1 330 758 000 
-8241 579 560 

$22 585 658  040 

USF Factor 9 3% 8 9% 8 5% 7 0% 

Wireless revenues eelimaled based upon a ~ ~ u r n p l i o n  of 120 million subscribers wilh average monthly bMng 01 $45 per subsmbem 

Prepared by Susan Gamy Senior Vice President Economics and Technoiogy lnc 
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Illustrative Analysis of Impact of Changing Treatment of Wireless Lines 

I I ,sf ar ve 7esults Usmg Most Recenlly Reporfed Accesr Line Counts and 
A A ,ai Fund Requrement Based Upon the Last TWO Ouaners of 2002 

~- _ ~ ~ _  
~ W,QCLt SS LINES TREATED EQUIVALENTLY TO RESIDENCE SINGLE LINES 

USF Rating Monthly Annual 
Line Units Rate 8s 

/O)itF i cI8:dSize $6,200,000,000 

I 
!Calegoiy (a) units 
! ? w d m c e  Lines 

>CAP ILEC (a)  104.374.591 $1 00 $1,252,495,092 
5113,868,588 :LEC ia l  9,489,049 $1.00 

 feline - f a )  6,026,611 -a1 00 672,319,332 
!ii s i n e s  Lines 

LEC Single (ai  4,124.896 $1.00 $49,498,752 
N reless (a) 128,925,979 s1 00 $1,547.1 11,748 

ia l  ' 4  35,000,000 $0 25 $1 05,000,000 -.;lgeis 
~ lc !a i  v'dwghrea Category (a) units 261,691,126 $3,140,293.51 2 

'Caregory lbi units 
3isinpss Llnes 

'LEC Multi - non-CTX ib1 33,280,814 $4 56 $1.819.314.022 
LEC CTX fb) 9 14,952,250 $0 51 $90.819.218 
~:LEC festimale non CTX) (b) 7,153,699 $4 56 $391,060,903 
JLEC ieslimale CTXI (b) 9 3,213,981 $0 06 52,169,062 

(b 1 13,518.400 $4 56 $738,990,786 
$3,059,706,488 

.Ilr-ign:ed PL Connections 
?c! ,~ l  '.'iieighled Category (b) units 55,971,383 

~~~ 
- ~~ ~. 

-~ -. .- .~~ - 
~ WIRFL,ESC LINES TREATED EQUIVALENTLY_IO BUSINESS MULTILINES 
!-- - ~~- 

USF Rating Monthly 
CareqOry Line Units ~. Rate 

i1;'iF +,TU 3 z e  

!Category ( a i  units 
: Qwdence Lines 

ILEC i a l  104,374,591 $1.00 
CLEC i a l  9,489,049 $1 00 
Lifeline - (a1 6,026,611 -81 00 

a!~s\ness Linen 
:LEC Single la) 4,124.896 $1.00 

"-3ge.s fa) I 4  35,000,000 $0.25 
1 T r ~ a :  'Vmgbted Category (a) units 

/Category (bl units 
I b w n e s s  Lines 

132,765,147 

~ ILEC Mul l  - non-CTX 
,LEC CTX 

ib) 33.280.814 $2 08 
(bl 19 14 952 250 50 23 

CLEC (estimate non CTX) (bl 7,153,699 $2 08 
;LEC (estimate CTX) (b) 19 3.213.981 50 03 

~ WVeighted PL Connections ib) 13,518,400 $2 08 
~ WVirelrss ib) 128,925,979 $2 08 
!Total vVYrigrted Category (b) units 184,897,362 

Annual 
$5 

$6,200,000,000 

$1,252,495,092 
$1 13,868.588 
-$72,319.332 

$105.000.000 849,4g8,7521 
$1,593.181.764 

$829,209,557 
141,393,714 

$1 78,238,300 
$988,618 

1336,818,281 
$3.21 2.260.820 
$4,606,818,236 
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1 1 ~ ~  -a r w  R r  s~il ls Using Projecied Access Line Coonis and Fund Requrremenls 

1 [L@RgE;."lNES TREATED EQUIVALENTL Y TO BUSINESS MULTILINES 
I 

__ 
m ! % S  1 :NES TREATED EQUIVALENTLY TO RFSIDENCE SINGLE LINES 

VSF Rating Monthly Annual 
We= __ l ine  Units Rate $S 

j i . 5 ~  !-2 K slip $6,400,000.000 

iCategoy ia) dnits 
Ri:sider,ce Lines 

(a)  128,600,000 $1 .oo $1,543,200,000 !:EC 

L E C  (a! 9,500,000 $1 00 $1 14,000,000 
iiteline la) 6,000,000 -$1.00 -$72,000,000 

i l ~ X  Single (ai 4,000,000 $1 00 $48.000.000 

(a) ' 4  40,000,000 $0.25 $1 20.000,000 
I X a '  W?i&ihted Categov la)  units 303,700,000 $3,644,400,000 

Category ib) units 

! B:!sliesi L,nes 
I 
i 'fi;rr,ies,. (a! 157,600.000 $1 00 $1,891,200,000 

?, r.*gi<ra I 

Bi,i i , iesi Lines 
! L  : iC Multi . non-CTX (01 33,500,000 $3.99 $1,603,422,561 
It IIC CTX ibi 19 15,600,000 $0.44 $82.963.1 57 
C1 EC (estimate non CTX) it) 7,200,000 $3.99 $344,616,192 

C1 EC (estimate CTXJ (b) ' 9  3,500,000 $0.44 $1 8,613,529 
1 

5705,984,560 
$2 755,600,000 

vVeiiihted PL Connections (b i  14,750,000 $3 99 1 In fa ,  Ntxjller! Categorf (b)  units 57,572,222 

~~ - L . - -~ ~~ ~~ 

I 
i 
l iSb F k n . ~  Si:e 

Catrgory ( a )  units 
F e!-,deice Lines 

li EC 
LEC 

: feiine 

!I EC Single 
?..a,'ne',s Lines 

iqers  
Tofa, Vdei,qhtc;d Category (a) units 

Category (b) units 
Eus,ness Lines 

0 EC Multi ~ non-CTX 

CLEC (estimate non CTXI 
CLEC (estimate CTX) 

I I  EC CTX 

1 

i V d e ~ j h t ~ d  PL Connections 

ro ta  Vveiqhled Category (b )  units 
VImiless 

Monthly Annuzl I 
~ ~ _ _  Line Units ___ Rate - $s 

$6,400.000.000 

128,600,000 $1.00 
9,500.000 $1.00 
6,000,000 -$1 00 

4.000.000 $1.00 
40,000,000 $0 25 

146,100,000 

33,500,000 $1 80 
15,600,000 $0.20 
7,200,000 $1.60 
3.500.000 so 20 

14,750,000 $1 80 
157,600,000 $1.80 
215,172,222 

$1,543,200,000~ $1 14.000.000 

-$72.000,000 

$48,000,000 
$120,000,000 

$1,753,200,000 

$723,456,7661 $31,432,589 

$155,469,215 
$8,398,337 

$318,536,934 
$3,403.486.1 58 
84,646,800.000 


